September, when two gold-mohurs were sent to him, and he was asked by Mr. A. T. lteed by means of a letter to take tho amount as a payment of his bill in full. Dr. Stuart declined to do this, and in consequence of tho money not being forthcoming, he put the matter into the hands of Mr. The learned Judge, however, not only threw out the case, which, doubtless, he had a perfect right to do, but (if the Sessions Report be correct) he also passed remarks upon the behaviour of the prosecutor, and even, it would seem, went out of his way to cast a reflection upon that behaviour. Thus, it appears to us the learned Judge not only took it upon himself to set aside the Jury (in other words to withdraw the case from those appointed, by law to determine the truth or falsity of the libel), but ho thought fit to enunciate, in a most unnecessary manner, a statement of his opinion regarding the prosecutor which was certainly calculated to affect him in his professional capacity.
That the defendant was "discharged" at all, was very surprising to us; but that a remark should be volunteered in Court by the learned Judge (who refused to allow the case to be submitted to the Jury), as to whether or not it was creditable to Dr. Stuart to try to defend his reputation from that which, we are informed, at least two eminent Barristers had told him they believed to be criminally defamatory, wa3 to us still more surprising.
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